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Evaluating Undergraduate Library Instruction at The Ohio State University 
 
by Penelope Pearson and Virginia Tiefel 
 
 
As a large-scale Library Instruction Program (LIP) was implemented, it was evaluated at each stage by means of 
questionnaires. Data derived from the questionnaires helped change the content of the LIP lectures, the type of 
materials distributed to the students, and the format of the exercises. It also evaluated the success the program had 
in reaching incoming students and in giving them experience in using library tools. Separate surveys also showed 
that students retained their skills after a period of time, improved their attitudes toward the library, and increased 
their use of the library resources. LIP's success has led to the development of course-related instruction for upper 
level students. 
 
This is the second of two articles discussing the development, implementation, and 
evaluation of The Ohio State University Libraries' Library Instruction Program (LIP), designed to 
teach basic library skills to all entering freshmen, approximately 8,600 in a typical fall term. 
The first article LIP Service published in the November 1981 issue of JAL focuses on the 
development and implementation of LIP as the first phase of a comprehensive program for user 
education at Ohio State. Discussed at length are the program's goals and objectives, the 
development of the lecture content and supporting audiovisual materials, and the library exercises. 
Results of a pilot testing of these materials are presented. Attention is given also to the mechanics 
of the initial implementation of LIP in Fall 1978, involving 70 academic instructors, five 
undergraduate librarians, and 23 volunteering librarians in the teaching of the 198 class sessions 
within a seven-week period. 
 
Purpose of This Article 
 
The need for evaluation of library instruction programs has been addressed repeatedly in 
the literature. Major areas of concern expressed about evaluation include the difficulty in 
measuring effectiveness of undergraduate library instruction in large institutions,
1
 the lack of 
standards by which to compare evaluation results,
2
 and the lack, in general, of scientifically and 
statistically valid studies of library instruction programs.
3
 In developing LIP, the undergraduate 
librarians recognized these difficulties and found themselves in agreement with Johnson's position 
that "individual design for evaluation does not have to be perfect, [but] needs to return 
significantly better information for making a decision than would be available through guess and 
gut feeling.”4 Accordingly, incorporated into the planning of LIP from its implementation was a 
student questionnaire designed to collect the data necessary for determining what revisions should 
be considered for the program. A similar questionnaire to be administered to section instructors 
was prepared in order to elicit their reactions to the program. 
Presented here are the results of evaluation following the initial implementation of LIP in 
Fall 1978 and in three subsequent academic terms. Standard library use measures (reference 
questions asked, reshelving of reference materials and periodicals) also are presented as indicators 
of the program's impact. The findings of an independently administered campus telephone survey 
are discussed in order to provide another perspective on the program. The place of LIP in the 
projected three phase library instruction program for undergraduates and LIP's role in promoting 
the importance of library instruction and library use to the University's Task Force on Learning 
and the teaching faculty are outlined. 
 
 
 
Program Review 
 
LIP's content was changed several times in the academic terms following its 
implementation in Fall 1978. A brief review of these changes will be helpful before focusing in 
greater depth on the evaluations and the specific revisions generated by those evaluations. 
The Fall 1978 instruction and exercise focused strictly on instruction in the use of the card 
catalog and Reader's Guide. Previous observations at reference desks and the results of a Spring 
1978 pilot program indicated that most entering freshmen lacked sufficient skills to use these two 
most basic library resources. A general discussion of the OSU library system and the Library 
Control System (LCS), OSU's computerized circulation system being developed into an online 
catalog, was also included in the lecture content, but not covered in the written exercise required of 
the students. However, both students and advisors responding to early questionnaires indicated 
that the exercise was too basic and repetitive of previous (1 e , pre-OSU) library instruction. 
Therefore, the exercise used Winter-Spring-Summer 1979 was revised to include required use of 
subject specialized encyclopedias/dictionaries, Library of Congress Subject Headings, the card 
catalog, periodical indexes (focusing more on the Social Sciences Index and Education Index), 
biographical sources, book review sources, and hands-on use of LCS. 
The increased difficulty and scope of the exercise required additional class time for 
discussion of these materials, a full class hour was needed as compared to a 20-minute presentation 
used in the Fall 1978 program. Reactions to the changes were very positive, but as the exercise 
required more time in the library for its completion and students continued to earn the same point 
value credit for completing the assignment, the University College (UVC) administration 
requested that the exercise be shortened to relate more closely the time necessary for completion to 
the credit awarded. Accordingly, sections on biographical and book review sources were deleted, 
leaving the subject encyclopedias/dictionaries, LC subject headings, card catalog, periodical 
indexes, and LCS. 
 
Evaluation Distribution and Rate of Return 
 
Essentially the same student evaluation questionnaire was used each term, some revisions 
were made in the format originally used in Fall 1978.
5
 A similar evaluation questionnaire was 
distributed to the instructors each term. 
Table 1 illustrates the rate of return of questionnaires for each term Fall 1978, Winter 1979, 
and Spring 1979 evaluations were distributed to all students completing a library exercise. 
Evaluations were sent to the advisors with the graded library exercises. Advisors were asked to 
distribute an evaluation to each student and to emphasize the importance the librarians placed upon 
the student evaluation of the program. The evaluations were collected by the advisors and returned 
to the librarians by campus mail. For Fall 1979, a sample of students was selected (One class 
section for each of UVC's designated areas was selected as representative). A total of 18 class 
sections was chosen representing 8 percent of the total UVC enrollment Librarians visited these 18 
sections and distributed evaluations randomly by giving an evaluation to each alternate student 
entering the class section. Again the advisors collected the evaluations and forwarded them to the 
librarians. Of the 575 evaluations distributed, 462, or 80 percent (equaling approximately 5 
percent of the total UVC enrollment), were returned.  
The student evaluation questionnaire was designed to provide four types of information: 
1. previous library instruction and previous use of OSU libraries 
2. opinions and suggestions regarding the lecture and materials 
3. testing of information retention 
4. attitudes toward libraries 
 
Previous Library Instruction and Use of OSU Libraries 
 
Table 2 outlines information obtained about student's previous library instruction. Clearly, 
much of the planned lecture content and therefore the skills required to complete the exercise had 
been obtained through previous library instruction. The accuracy of students' responses to the test 
questions in the evaluation and their requests for more detail and more challenging work also 
confirmed this finding. 
While the library exercise required students to use one of the two OSU undergraduate 
libraries, students were asked to indicate what other OSU libraries they had also used during the 
term. The main library was listed by 23 to 33 percent of the students in each term. Many students 
also visited department libraries, accounting for 12 to 25 percent of responses over the first year. 
Only 3 to 6 percent of the students reported use of no libraries other than the undergraduate 
libraries. With a system as decentralized and geographically dispersed as OSU's—with a main 
library, two undergraduate facilities, and 23 department libraries—the fact that entering freshmen 
reported use of libraries other than the two undergraduate libraries suggests that the Library 
Instruction Program was instrumental in acquainting freshmen with the number and diversity of 
libraries and library services available and had influenced them to make use of these libraries. 
 
Opinions and Suggestions about the Lecture and Materials 
 
Students were asked to rank the usefulness of the variety of information provided in the 
lecture and printed material they were given Fall 1978 students ranked instruction in Readers' 
Guide, information about LCS, and specific information on the West Campus Learning Resources 
Center as the three most helpful elements. In the following terms the three items always listed as 
most helpful were general information on the OSU Libraries, specific information on the West 
Campus LRC,
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 and general information on LCS, although the order of importance of these items 
varied with each term. In the Fall 1978 program, students had received a two-page informational 
handout which briefly gave the locations, hours of operation, and services of each undergraduate 
library, as well as a short descriptive paragraph on LCS. In response to questioning (about 
suggestions for improvements to the library instruction), students requested more printed materials 
and more detailed information on each undergraduate library, and on LCS. A single sheet handout 
on each undergraduate library, giving its address, hours of opening, a description of basic services, 
and a floor plan already existed as part of general informational displays in each facility. The 
handout originally prepared for the program was discarded and these separate sheets on each 
library were reproduced in quantity. A specially printed brochure providing both a description of 
LCS and instructions on its use was distributed in each class with the library handouts. Evaluations 
from Winter 1979 showed that students preferred the more detailed, printed information. The 
materials have proven very successful in acquainting students with the location and layout of both 
facilities, a decrease in the number of directional questions asked at the reference desks and the 
receipt of very few requests for additional printed information during subsequent terms appears 
also to be a direct consequence of the program. 
Students were asked to comment on the quality of the lecture presentation. The 
organization of the lecture and use of transparencies were felt to be effective by 37 percent of the 
Fall 1978 students. However, 13 percent stated that they had had difficulty hearing the 
presentation, 32 percent did not understand the presentation or did not find it helpful, and 15 
percent indicated that it was one of the worst lectures they had heard all term. While these 
responses were disappointing, they were instrumental in causing the lecture content and teaching 
methods to be revised and ultimately led to a significant improvement in the quality of the lectures. 
For Winter 1979 lectures, the explanation of the card catalog and illustrations of catalog cards 
were shortened with emphasis placed on the concept of the divided card catalog in the 
undergraduate libraries and an introduction to Library of Congress Subject Headings. The 
importance of transcribing the complete call number (the item most frequently in error on the 
evaluation test question in Fall 1978) and a quick explanation of the difference between LC and 
Dewey classification numbers were emphasized when illustrating a sample card. Discussion of 
periodical indexes focused on the similarity between Readers' Guide and various subject-specific 
indexes, with only a quick review of the citation format and its interpretation. Librarians attempted 
to discuss only those aspects of a particular resource which specifically related to its use in the 
library exercise, emphasizing to the students the importance of attention to the lecture content for 
the work required to complete the required exercise. 
 
 
 
 
Evaluations from Winter term 1979 showed that 65 percent (up 33 percent from Fall 1978) 
of the students felt the presentation was well organized and the transparencies helpful, only 7 
percent (down from 13 percent) reported difficulty hearing and 22 percent (down from 47 percent) 
expressed negative reactions. While the percentage of negative responses indicated that 
improvements could still be made, the higher rate of positive reactions was encouraging. The 
question regarding lecture presentation was deleted from the evaluation as of Fall 1979, results 
from the OSU Poll, however, which will be discussed in detail later, continued to indicate that 
students found the lecture presentation effective. Moving the library lecture from the classroom to 
the library or providing library tours was often included in the suggested improvements. The size 
of the student group and individual class size, however, made this unworkable. As an alternative, 
the exercises used in Winter 1979 were rewritten, the multiple-choice question format was 
discarded in favor of a narrative combination walking tour/exercise. This revision provided the 
student an opportunity to explore the physical layout and location of important services and 
resources, as well as giving descriptive instructions on the use of materials required in the exercise. 
Students' success in completing the exercise, the marked decrease in directional questions asked at 
the reference desk, and students' retention of the information as tested in the questionnaire 
administered at term's end, strongly suggest that the exercise revision was effective. 
 
Testing of Information Retention 
 
Three test questions were included in the student questionnaire to measure retention of 
information on interpretation of citations in periodical indexes and catalog card information 
content. A sample periodical citation was provided and two questions required students to identify 
a specific element (page numbers and date) from the citation. The rate of correct responses on both 
questions was very high, as shown in Table 3. 
Results of the test question requiring identification of a call number from a sample card are 
outlined in Table 4. Although the percentage of correct responses was encouraging, the variety of 
incorrect answers suggested that students did not understand the concept of the call number or 
know where to locate it on a catalog card. Most frequently, a response was incorrect because the 
student had copied only the first line of the call number, had thought the second line was the call 
number, or had omitted the letters indicating the first element of LC classification. However, many 
students also selected other sets of numbers appearing on the catalog card, e g, LC catalog card 
number, or preprinted Dewey and LC classification numbers printed at the bottom of the card.  
 
Attitudes 
 
Students were asked to express their attitudes toward libraries and toward their UVC 
library instruction (see Table 5). Of the ten questions asked, the six on general library attitudes 
were developed by Larry Hardesty,
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 the remaining four (#10, 13, 15 18) were prepared by the OSU 
undergraduate librarians and focused specifically on LIP. The general questions revealed that 
students found the OSU Libraries to be comfortable places to work, were not awed by the library, 
did not go to the library only when required to complete assignments, generally spent more time in 
the library than they had planned, and viewed the libraries as not only a place for study but as a 
place to seek information to complete course assignments. Students expressed no hesitation about 
asking a reference librarian for help, but generally felt the librarian could help only if the student 
knew what help was needed. Students recognized the UVC library instruction as only a beginning 
and felt that they would need more help to use the libraries with greater effectiveness. Expressions 
of confidence in their ability to use the card catalog and periodical indexes were mixed among the 
Fall 1978 students, emphasis by librarians on individualized attention m the libraries, however, 
contributed to increased student confidence in subsequent terms. 
Expansion of the LIP lecture to a full class period, the use of an exercise which required 
students to employ more challenging and diversified materials, and stronger emphasis on hands-on 
use of LCS required students to make greater use of library resources and thereby, made students 
more aware of the scope and variety of resources available to them. 
 
 
 
Table 5 Attitude Questions 
 
 
 
 
 
LIP experienced continuous student and instructor evaluation which was used in making 
significant changes in the program's content, materials, and lecture. Classroom evaluations 
furnished insights into student attitudes toward libraries, provided some measure of student 
abilities, and helped to highlight the program's strengths and weaknesses. 
LIP's impact may also be seen in a review of standard library counts— reference questions 
asked and reshelving of reference materials and periodicals. With the first full implementation of 
the program in Fall 1978, use of Fall 1977 statistics as a base offers some interesting comparative 
information. In Fall 1977, the reference question count was 1,554 at the West Campus Learning 
Resources Center (WCLRC) and 644 at the Sullivant Hall Undergraduate Library (SHUL) (See 
Table 6). This increased to 2,355 (by 52 percent) at the WCLRC in 1978 and to 3,775 (by another 
61 percent) in 1979—an increase of 143 percent over two years— without any significant change 
in the user population. The SHUL provides similar data, from 644 questions in Fall 1977 to 936 in 
1978, and to 1,226 in 1979—an increase of 90 percent. The annual reference count increased 35 
percent from 1978 to 1979 at the WCLRC and 14 percent at the SHUL,
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this is especially 
significant when compared to the much smaller increase (2 percent) in the number of reference 
questions asked at departmental libraries. 
 
 
 
Perhaps as significant as the increase in reference activity is the increased usage of 
reference materials and periodicals. This is evidenced in the reshelving counts kept by the SHUL. 
Monthly figures show a 30 percent increase in October 1979 and a 53 percent increase in 
November 1979, each from that month in 1978. The fall quarter statistics show a 13 percent 
increase from 1977 to 1978 and an impressive 84 percent from 1978 to 1979. Students using the 
undergraduate libraries also are asking for indexes other than the Readers' Guide, and previously 
little-used periodical indexes are being used more frequently. 
 
OSU Poll Results 
 
Additional information on the program's impact has been provided by a review of the Ohio 
State University Poll (OSUP) results. The poll is an independent survey organization of the 
Behavioral Sciences Laboratory, OSU College of Social and Behavioral Sciences OSUP surveys, 
by telephone, approximately 400 OSU students and 200 faculty each autumn, winter, and spring 
term. Respondents are randomly selected from the university population and results are subject to 
a sampling error of 4 9 percent for the students surveyed. 
The Fall 1979 Poll indicated that 27 percent of the total student body had received library 
instruction that term and 73 percent had not, 76 percent of the freshman had received library 
instruction (In as much as the poll was conducted in the middle of the term before the completion 
of the LIP effort, it was assumed this percentage would be higher by the end of Fall quarter). The 
Winter 1979 Poll substantiated that coverage of the freshman class was actually much higher, 97 
percent of the freshman polled said they had received library instruction in UVC 100. Of the 
University College students surveyed, 93 percent had been reached through UVC 100 while 56 
percent of the entire student body polled had received library instruction through UVC 100. 
The Fall 1979 Poll indicated that with a 60 percent response from the University College 
students, 57 percent (10 percent "extremely," 16 percent "highly," and 31 percent "moderately") 
were satisfied with the instruction they had received and 2 percent were not satisfied. With a 91 
percent UVC response m the Winter 1979 Poll, 75 percent (7 percent "extremely," 28 percent 
"highly," and 40 percent "moderately") were satisfied and 16 percent were not satisfied. 
When analyzed by class, the Fall 1979 Poll showed a 75 percent freshman response with 74 
percent (10 percent "extremely," 25 percent "highly," and 39 percent "moderately") satisfied and 1 
percent not satisfied. The Winter 1979 Poll, with 97 percent freshman response, indicated 82 
percent (8 percent "extremely," 27 percent "highly," and 47 percent "moderately") were satisfied 
and 14 percent were not satisfied. 
The Poll asked students, "Which research skill do you consider to be the most important for 
students in your subject area to know?” and listed five responses—how to (1) use a laboratory, (2) 
use a computer, (3) use a library, (4) develop own collection, (5) use some other skill. Of all those 
interviewed, 47 percent said the library was the most important research skill. Analyzing the 
response by those who had had library instruction and those who had not, 57 percent of the former 
and 43 percent of the latter chose the library. Analyzing the response by college or department, 
University College was second with 54 percent choosing library, only Law students rated library 
skills first at a higher rate UVC was followed by Graduate School (49 percent), Education (48 
percent), Administrative Science and Medicine tied (at 47 percent), all other departments were 
lower. 
In asking which category of library staff students consult most often, the choices offered 
were (1) professional librarian, (2) circulation clerk, (3) operator in the Libraries' Telephone 
Center, (4) computer information center. Of those students who had had library instruction, 30 
percent reported consulting the librarian first, compared to 20 percent for those who had not 
received instruction. Graduate students had the highest percentage selecting a librarian (39.5 
percent), followed by the freshmen (37.5 percent). 
When the Winter 1979 Poll asked students if the library instruction they had received was 
useful to them, 80 percent (17 percent "extremely," 28 percent "highly," 35 percent "moderately") 
found it useful and 13 percent did not. A higher percentage of University College students, 
however, found library instruction useful. Only two other colleges scored a higher percentage on 
this question. 
To summarize, the Poll confirmed LIP's estimates of the number of students reached by 
library instruction at Ohio State and the degree of students' satisfaction with that instruction. It also 
provided convincing evidence that there is a relationship between instruction and attitudes toward, 
and the use of, the library. Library instruction appeared to influence from whom students seek help 
and to affect the importance students attach to the acquisition of library skills. University College 
students, with LIP experience, scored high in both of these categories. 
 
Future and Related Programs 
 
With Phase I of the projected multiphase undergraduate program in place, OSU librarians 
began planning Phase II, mindful that "a single exposure to library instruction is [not] enough 
(even if it is course-related) but in large schools it may be impossible to do otherwise for 
students.”9 The OSU librarians agreed that a single effort at instruction is inadequate, but they 
believe that additional library instruction is possible—even at a university the size of Ohio State. 
 
Phases II and III 
 
The goals and objectives of Phase II are an expansion and extension of those set in Phase I. 
These include (1) an amplification of the search strategy concept, (2) development of information 
evaluation skills, (3) the use of more reference materials, and (4) greater coverage of Library of 
Congress Subject Headings, bibliographies, book reviews, biographical indexes, and statistical 
sources. Also, the automated circulation system (LCS) portion of the workbook describes the 
system in detail and requires that students do a number of searches at the terminals. 
Phase II is being implemented through the freshman English course, English 110, which, 
like UVC 100, is required of all entering freshmen (only those testing out of English 110 will be 
excluded). English 110 is a one-term freshman English composition course in which expository 
writing is taught using essays and the student's own writings. The course is offered every term and 
freshmen may take it at any time during their first year at Ohio State. 
A self-paced workbook with library assignments is the format chosen for instruction in 
Phase II. The program is being pilot-tested in three class sections during Spring 1980, plans are to 
test it over four terms, with Spring 1981 the target date for full implementation. All program 
planning has been done with the full support and cooperation of both the Director and Associate 
Director of the Writing Program from the faculty of the English Department. 
Each portion of the workbook, which has been prepared by a committee of four OSU 
librarians, explains how the material included is related to the concept of a search strategy, and 
worksheets require use of the material in that framework. Thus, students are to learn not only about 
specific library resources but are to build their own search strategy. 
With Phase I of LIP firmly established and Phase II underway, the OSU librarians are 
beginning development of Phase III. This will be offered at the sophomore/junior level through 
individual OSU colleges and academic departments. Because instruction in Phase III is course and 
assignment related, its goals and objectives will vary depending on the course and discipline. 
 
Faculty Seminars 
 
LIP's impact has reached beyond the UVC program in ways totally unforeseen by the 
undergraduate librarians. LIP attracted the interest and support of a prestigious university task 
force, which led to the sponsoring of a faculty seminar on library instruction. The seminar resulted 
in the inclusion of course-related instruction in several upper level undergraduate and graduate 
courses and has led to the implementation of three new library programs for faculty and graduate 
students. 
In 1979 the Task Force on Learning, a university-wide committee appointed by and 
reporting to the provost and responsible for improving the quality of education at Ohio State, 
became interested in LIP Members of the task force invited the Director of Library User Education 
to discuss its development and proposed that the library offer a faculty seminar focusing on 
bibliographic instruction. They supported the seminar with $1,600 in funding. 
The seminar, which was given in Spring 1980, was so enthusiastically received that it will 
be offered annually. It drew 75 faculty members from a variety of disciplines. Within a few days 
after the seminar, eight faculty had requested assistance in combining library instruction with their 
course syllabi,
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 three of the revised courses were taught in Fall 1980. 
11
 
The success of the faculty seminar encouraged the library staff to implement two new 
instructional programs in the 1980 fall term—one a seminar for new faculty and the other a 
workshop for UVC advisors who are also graduate students. Fifty-five faculty attended the 
seminar, which was a general introduction to the library system and included a segment on 
bibliographic instruction. In that same quarter, several UVC advisors, having participated in LIP, 
requested a library instruction workshop for graduate students. The library's Research Consultant 
taught the workshop, which, with the new faculty seminar, will become a permanent component of 
the User Education Program. 
 Conclusion 
 
Well aware of the difficulty in conducting valid evaluations of library programs, the Ohio 
State University undergraduate librarians nonetheless were insistent that LIP be evaluated on a 
continuous basis. Evaluations were seen as necessary to provide data to design and implement 
changes in the program. In addition, these data furnished insights into students' attitudes toward 
libraries and provided some gauge of students' abilities LIP's effectiveness has been examined 
through standard library statistics and the findings of an independent campus poll. The ripple 
effect of its success has led to the implementation of new library programs. 
As it has been from the beginning, the ultimate goal of Ohio State's multiphase 
undergraduate library instruction program is to provide students with the library knowledge and 
skills they will need to identify, use, and evaluate information sources throughout their adult lives. 
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